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ABSTRACT

Reader-response theory has long been a growing influence in the literature classroom. The
theory largely emphasizes the active and communicative role of the reader. Instead of looking
at the meaning from within the text, the reader discovers meaning from within themselves,
thus negotiates meaning from outside the text. Reader-response theory has evolved in the
literature classroom through many practical applications such as role-play, drama, letter
writing and literary journals. literary journals are normally adopted in the classroom with
the aim of encouraging students to interact with the text and to draw individual responses
from it thus moving steadily towards critical appreciation of the text. This study examined
the use of literary journals in advancing literary responses among 65 undergraduate students
taking English Literature courses at the Faculty of Modern Languages and Communication,
Universiti Putra Malaysia. It relied on two types of analyses. Students’ responses were coded
and categorised using specific response categories to identify the kinds of responses elicited
from the students’ journals. To find out students’ opinion regarding the use of literary journals
in improving their responses to and understanding of literary texts, a structured, Likert-scale
questionnaire was administered. Findings indicated that literary journals elicited a variety of
literary responses from the students. In addition, students’ positive feedback confirmed the
viability of literary journals as a practical application tool in the literature classroom.

Introduction

In many literature classrooms both teachers and students are often denied the
opportunity to have a “personal and authentic engagement” with a literary text as the
teacher’s main concern is to pass on one correct interpretation of the literary piece
read and most students’ worries centre on getting the right interpretation that matches
that of the teacher’s (Trousdale & Harris, 1993, p. 195). Due to this, perhaps, many

222



The English Teacher Vol. XXXIX

literature classrooms in Malaysia cannot be investigative in nature as students when
asked, would prefer to keep their opinions to themselves for fear of not being able
to provide the ‘correct’ interpretation of the text read. Another possible reason why
some literature classrooms are unable to engage students in exploratory and engaging
discussion of literary texts is most probably because “personal response to literature
is limited to ...written response or oral discussion” (ibid, p. 196). Large scale studies
to find out the relationship of reading and responding to literature support this.
Findings suggest that when it comes to responding to literature, students are more
concerned about learning ‘academic’ responses rather than giving their personal
point of view (Purves, 1981) as in many traditional literature classroom settings,
stress is placed on “formal response rather than personal meaning” (Newell, 1986).

Giving literary texts personal interpretation and meaning has become paramount in
most literature classrooms as reader-response theory gains wide acceptance in most
literature classrooms. As stated by Selden (1989, p. 132 as cited in Hirvela, 1996),
“We can no longer talk about the meaning of a text without considering the reader’s
contribution to it.” Reader-response theory asserts that the role that readers play in
text interpretation is central and this belief has led to the utilisation of different tools
to enable students to be more expressive and personal in writing their responses to
literary texts. Such writings, as stated by Koay (1992, p. 2), turn responses “inwards”
and makes reading “a springboard for associated links to personal experiences.”
A study carried out by Newell et al. (1986, p.25) substantiates the effectiveness
of interpretation of texts through reader-based or personal writing tasks where
findings reveal that such writing tasks “enabled students to be more fluent and
more constructive with a wider range of response statements than were the formal
responses.”

One classroom activity that has been widely utilized in literature classrooms that
is aimed at encouraging students to interact with the text and to draw individual
responses from it is the keeping of literary journals. Literary logs or journals are
a practical application of reader-response theory. Students are normally asked to
make personal notes in their literary journals while reading a text. According to
Benton and Fox (1985, p. 2-18), a reader responding to a text is engaged in four
separate processes: anticipating/ retrospecting, picturing, interacting, and evaluating.
Anticipating/retrospecting refers to guesses about what is going to happen in the
text; picturing refers to images that come into the reader’s mind; interacting refers
to opinions on the elements found in the text; while evaluating refers to comments
relating to the writer’s skills. Cobine (1995) asserts that by keeping a literary journal,
a written record of personal responses to literary texts, students read actively, and
respond immediately and fully throughout their reading, not just at the end. Simpson
(1986) observes that through literary response journals, students can write predictions
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about plot, analyses of characters, insights about theme, or even appraisals of the
author’s technique.

The objective of this study is twofold. The first objective is to fill in a research gap.
Despite the fact that literary journals may be utilised in local literature classrooms,
not many studies have been conducted to identify the impact of journals on
students’ literary responses. One study was conducted by Ali (1994) who found that
participants were encouraged to develop their responses and creative and critical
thinking through writing journals since responses were generated in a non-threatening
learning environment. Another study was conducted by Bharati (2004). Her study
focused on eliciting student’s responses through the use of guided journal writing.
Her study revealed that journal writing enabled students to express their feelings and
connect the text to their personal lives and reflect on the issues and concerns raised
in the text. Despite these positive findings, there is a serious scarcity of such studies
conducted. Thus, this study adds to the pool of knowledge on the impact of literary
journals on students’ literary responses.

The second objective is to explore the potential of literary journals in advancing
students’ responses. Many students taking English Literature courses in UPM have
problems in expressing their opinions regarding the literary texts used in class. Some
would give opinions when asked orally but most would merely keep to themselves.
Another way for students to express their opinions is through writing. Unfortunately,
in most cases, the structure of the courses offered often limits students’ written
responses. Other than tests, assignments and exams, students lack practice and lack
the means to respond. In view of these perennial problems, the teacher is left with
the daunting task of creating conducive conditions in which students are able to
actively respond to literary texts. According to Malachi (2007), literature teachers’
main concern should be on discovering students’ personal responses to literary texts
and this gives emphasis to the provision of activities that will increase students’
interaction and responses to the text that they are reading. This study focused on
identifying the kinds of responses elicited from the students’ literary journals and
on identifying students’ perception about the use of literary journals in the literature
classroom.

Reader Response Theory

A discussion of the application of the reader response theory is imperative in order to
understand the use of literary journals in the classroom. The reader-response theory
was conceptualized in the 1920s by I.A Richards who discussed emotional response
towards literature. This concept was further advanced by D. W. Harding and L.
Rosenblatt in the 1930s, and by the 1970s, with more rigorous emphasis given to
the readers and their experience of the text in works by Norman Holland, Stanley
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Fish, Wolfgang Iser and Hans-Robert Jauss, the reader-response influence in literary
criticism became prominent.

Reader-response theory acknowledges the reader as an agent who plays the
important role of assigning meaning and experiencing the text (Padley, 2006; Davis
& Womack, 2002; Tompkins, 1980). It encompasses approaches and techniques
that involve studying how readers respond to a literary work. Since it addresses the
strategies adopted by readers of literary texts, the implication is that teachers must
create better readers and allow for the possibility of more than one response to the
text (Rosenblatt, 1978).

Reader-response theory has long been a growing influence in the literature classroom.
The theory largely emphasizes the active and communicative role of the reader. The
reader is no longer a passive reader who negotiates the meaning of the text as the
author had intended. Instead of looking at the meaning from within the text, the
reader discovers meaning from within themselves, thus negotiates meaning from
outside the text. Stanley Fish (1970), in Literature in the Reader: Affective Stylistics
argues that a literary work should not be seen as an object nor should it be described
as one. Instead, a text should be seen as something that exists and signifies a meaning
when itis read. Iser (1976) echoes the same notion when he argues that a text contains
gaps that automatically install the reader as the active maker of meaning. Similarly,
Holland (1975) says that reading enables readers to recreate the meaning of a story
in their own style.

Reader-response theory has evolved in the literature classroom through practical
applications. Hirvela (1996, p.133) proposes a change in the style of questioning the
teacher should use, for example, instead of asking ‘“What does the author mean?”
the teacher should ask “How did you feel when reading?” Elliot (1990) uses role-
play, drama, and letter writing together with texts. Oster (1989) suggests the task of
rewriting narratives from a different character’s point of view.

One popular method in deriving personal interpretations of a literature text is through
the use of a literary journal. Keeping a reading log or a journal to write their feelings,
ideas, opinions and interpretations may enable students to become actively involved
in the learning process as through writing, students would not only be more aware
of the process of responding to the text but they would also be “testing hypotheses
and formulating and altering the meaning of the text for the reader” (ibid.) Such
active learning would force students to ask questions that “demand not just recall
but higher-level reasoning and predicting and sometimes demonstrating reflective
reading and writing behaviour” (Rosenblatt, 1985, p. 42).
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The implication for using literary journals in advancing students’ responses is
apparent. Through literary journals, students are encouraged to become active,
communicative readers that are capable of negotiating meaning from outside the
text. Through literary journal writing, neither the text nor the teacher is the sole
source of meaning.

The Study

The methods used to teach literature shape students’ method of reading and responding
to the text. As such, there is a need to employ a method that will maximize students’
engagement with the text. To this end, the literary journal was adopted as part of the
coursework in literature courses.

This study examined the use of literary journals in advancing literary responses of
undergraduate students taking literature courses at the Faculty of Modern Languages
& Communication, UPM. It sought to investigate whether literary journals can
enhance students’ responses to and critical appreciation of texts introduced in the
literature classroom. It also aimed to prove the viability of literary response journals
as a practical tool in the literature classroom. Three research questions guided
the study: 1) Is the use of literary journals effective in generating responses from
students? 2) What kinds of literary responses are elicited through literary journals?
3) What are the students’ perceptions of the use of literary journals in the literature
classroom?

Research Methodology

Sample

The sample consisted of 65 students taking English literature courses namely BBL
3101 A Survey of Prose Forms and Poetry in English and BBL 3216 The Novel and
Short Story in English, at the Faculty of Modern Languages and Communication,
Universiti Putra Malaysia. They were asked to keep a literary journal throughout the
course. After reading a literary text (in or outside of the classroom), students would
write about the plot, characters, themes, the writer’s style or any literary element
they found intriguing. They could also make personal references in their responses.
The journals were collected on a weekly basis. The teacher wrote comments and
questions alongside each entry to highlight or imply a literary connection; refraining
from marking grammatical or punctuation mistakes.

Instrumentation

To determine what kinds of literary responses were elicited from the students, a close
and careful reading of the students’ literary response journals was done by two raters
who then coded the responses from the 30 literary journals, randomly chosen from a

226



The English Teacher Vol. XXXIX

set of 65. The responses were then isolated according to specific response categories
based on the measure used by Newell et al (1986). The measure codes responses
under six categories of response/statements.

The first category of statement is descriptive. Descriptive statements include literal
retelling of the story. Other forms of descriptive statements include quotes and
descriptions of aspects in which the story’s form, language, characters, or setting
is described. The second category of statement is personal reaction and this covers
reactions to form and content. Reaction to form refers to statements in which the
writer reacts to the world of the story as if it were not fictional. It includes moral
appraisals or expressions of liking for specific characters, and personal statements of
how people ‘should’ act while reaction to content refers to statements in which the
writer reacts to the world of the story as if it were not fictional. The third category of
responses is labelled as reflexive. Reflexive statements cover statements that reflect
integration of the texts and writer’s experiences and knowledge of the world through
associations with their prior knowledge and events and characters in the text. Another
form of reflexive statement is autobiographical narrative and these statements reflect
the writer relating the story to personal facts or experience.

The fourth form of responses refers to interpretive statement. There are four types of
interpretive statements and they are interpretation of form, interpretation of content
through the reader, content based on the text and interpretation of the whole. The
fifth category of response is evaluative. Evaluative statements cover evaluation
of author’s method, vision and emotional or aesthetic appeal. The last category is
labelled under miscellaneous which covers statements such as off-task comparisons
with other authors and unimportant metastatements.

To find out students’ opinions regarding the use of literary response journals in
improving their responses to and understanding of literary texts, a structured, Likert-
scale questionnaire was designed to obtain information on the students’ perceptions
of literary journal writing. The questionnaire comprised 13 questions that measure the
important aspects of students’ experience in writing the journal. Items are measured
on a five-point scale, indicating the amount of agreement or disagreement, ranging
from strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (5).

Results and Discussion

Literary Journals as the Means to Elicit Responses

The six categories of literary responses examined represent the types of statements
that the students made as they read and wrote. Table 1 represents the types of
responses elicited from the students’ journals.
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Table 1: Types of statement

Type of statements No. of responses Percentage
1. Descriptive 322 33.1
2. Personal reaction 312 222
3. Reflexive 76 5.5
4. Interpretive 354 25.8
5. Evaluative 100 6.0
6. Miscellaneous 213 15.5
Total 1370 100

The distribution of percentages indicates that the students’ responses were relatively
distributed across the six categories, suggesting that journal writing allowed the
students more scope in expressing their responses to the texts. About 33 percent of
the statements were descriptive, 22 percent were personal reactions, and 25 percent
were interpretive. The rather large percentage of descriptive statements which are
considered as low level inferences was somewhat predicted as this was the students’
first experience in responding to texts through literary journals. In addition, the
students could have felt compelled to retell and describe the story to show their
understanding of the text.

The findings above show that the use of literary journals is effective in generating a
variety of responses from students ranging from low level inferences to the ones that
reflect higher-level thinking where students not only interpret the text and form but also
evaluate the methods and vision employed by the authors. Personal reaction makes up
about 22 percent of the responses; indicating that the students were personally engaged
with the texts and 25 percent of the statements were interpretive and evaluative, revealing
that the students went beyond what can actually be found in the texts.

Through the use of literary journals, students were involved in active learning; students
asked questions about what they had read, related the stories to their lives and carried
out “inward” discussions on the ‘how’ and ‘why’ authors presented their stories in
such a way. As stated by Carlisle (2000, p.13) reading logs or journal writing enables
students to “develop their own individual responses” and assists them in gaining a
better understanding of texts read, and these findings are evident in this study. A
significant and positive outcome in students’ involvement and participation in such
a writing environment could be due to the shift in the role played by the audience
i.e. the literature teacher. In a formal response environment, teachers play the role
of examiners or determinants of correct interpretation but in an informal response
environment, a student-teacher dialogue is promoted which permits “students to
invite their reader into the explorations” of literary texts (Newell et al., 1986).
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Students’ Perception of Journal Writing

The value of Cronbach’s Alpha based on the 13 items in the questionnaire is .924,
indicating that the 13-item measure is a stable index of students’ perceptions of
writing a journal. Table 2 presents the items along with the mean scores.

Table 2: Students’ perception of writing a journal

No. Item Mean
1 Writing a journal helps me to respond towards the text. 1.43
2 Writing a journal provides the means for me to respond to the text. 1.55
3 Writing a journal helps me to practice responding to the text. 1.55
4 Writing a journal helps me to be active in negotiating the possible 1.74

meaning(s) of the text.
5 Writing a journal helps me to create my own meaning of the text. 1.72
6  Writing a journal helps me to interact with the text. 1.75
7 Writing a journal helps me to understand the text. 1.64
8 Writing a journal helps me to do well in the course and get a high grade. 2.30
9  Writing a journal helps me become critical of the text. 2.02
10 Writing a journal helps me to get information that is not covered in class. 2.09
11 Writing a journal helps me to practice writing literary essays. 1.78
12 Writing a journal gives me the opportunity to interact with the teacher. 1.77
13 Writing a journal should be part of the coursework for a literature course. 1.72

Based on the findings, it can be concluded that students highly valued the use of
literary journals in the literature classroom. About 61.5 percent of the students
strongly agreed that writing a journal helped them to respond to the text while 58.5
percent of the students agreed that writing a journal helped them to create their
own meaning of the text. Students found that journal writing provided them with
a platform to personally interact with the literary texts introduced in class. This
enabled them to become active participants in the process of meaning making. From
the findings, it was also revealed that students valued the kind of interaction that
they developed with the teacher through the use of literary journals. Other significant
findings include students’ highly positive perception of the use of literary journals
in helping them to become critical in their interpretation of the text and in getting
information not covered in class.

It was also revealed that the mean score for item no. 8 (Writing a journal helps me
to do well in the course and get a high grade) is quite high (mean= 2.30). This could
be due to the awarding of 10% of the total mark for the course for journal writing.
36.5 percent of the students agreed that writing a journal helped them to do well in
the course and get a high grade.
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The results above suggest that students have positive perceptions towards the use of
literary journals in the literature classroom as they found that the use of the journal
has increased their participation in the learning process and helped them to discover
meaning from within themselves.

Conclusions and Recommendations

It is believed that the literary journal helps students to respond to the text, and is
viable as a practical tool in literature classrooms. Many studies have confirmed this
(Benton and Fox, 1985; Simpson. 1986; Newell et al., 1986; Ali, 1994; Cobine,
1995; Bharati, 2004). This study supports the findings, and confirms the advantages
of using journals in advancing students’ literary responses. The findings imply that
journal writing generated a variety of personal responses from the students. They
also show that the students preferred writing a journal to help them to respond to the
texts; to create their own meaning of the text; and to do well in the course and get a
high grade.

Through the findings of this study, one other evident discovery is the importance of
including the voice of the students in the process of meaning making. Previously,
students only listen to the voice of the literature teacher when it comes to interpreting
and understanding the literary texts. This study shows that by giving them a voice
through the use of literary journals, students become critical and autonomous in
learning.

The implication of using literary journals in advancing students’ responses is clear.
Through literary journals, students are encouraged to interact with the text and to draw
responses from it, thus moving steadily towards critical appreciation of the text. The
researchers believe that writing literary journals should be part of the coursework
for literature courses at tertiary level since the overall level of students’ engagement
in responding towards literary texts covered in class proved to be desirable. To
encourage quality responses, it is recommended that marks allocated for journal
writing be increased to a more deserving percentage befitting the amount of writing
and effort put in by the students. There is however, a strong need to come up with
a grading system that is valid and reliable due to the high subjectivity of responses
received. Continuous writing in the journal would also ensure that students become
dynamic and responsive readers.

230



The English Teacher Vol. XXXIX

References
Ali, S. (1994). The reader-response approach: An alternative for teaching literature
in a second language. Journal of Reading, 37, 288-296.

Benton, M. & Fox, G. (1985) Teaching literature 9-14. London: Oxford University
Press.

Bharati, S. (2004). Developing students’ response towards literary texts using journal
writing. Unpublished Dissertation.

Carlisle, A. (2000). Reading logs: An application of reader-response theory in ELT.
ELT Journal, 54(1), 12-19.

Cobine, G. (1995). Effective Use of Student Journal Writing. ERIC Digest, 99.

Elliot, R. (1990). Encouraging Reader-response to Literature in ESL Situations. ELT
Journal, 44(3),191-198.

Davis, T. F., & Womack, K. (2002) Formalist criticism and reader-response theory.
New York: Palgrave.

Fish, S. (1970). Literature in the Reader: Affective Stylistics. New Literary History.
2(1), 123-162.

Hirvela, A. (1996). Reader-response Theory and ELT. ELT Journal, 50(2), 127-
134.

Holland, N. (1975). Five readers reading. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Iser, W. (1978). The act of reading: A theory of aesthetic response. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins UP.

Koay, M. (1992). Reading and writing: “The lived-through experience”: Examining
developing responses of adolescents to three novels. Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the National Reading Conference.

Malachi, E.V. (2007). Reading literary text. The English Teacher, 36, 22-33.

Newell, G., Suszyinski, K., Weingart, R. (1986). The effects of writing in a reader-
based and text-based mode on students’ understanding of two short stories.
Journal of Reading Behavior, 21.1, 37-58.

Oster, J. (1989). Seeing with Different Eyes: Another View of Literature in the ESL
class. TESOL Quarterly, 23(1), 85-103.

Padley, S. (2006). Key concepts in contemporary literature. New York: Palgrave.
Purves, A.C. (1981). Reading and Literature. Urbana IL: NCTE

231



The English Teacher Vol. XXXIX

Rosenblatt, L.M. (1985). The transactional theory of the literary work: Implications
for research. In C.R. Cooper (Ed.), Researching response to literature and the
teaching of literature: Points of departure. Norwood, NJ: Ablex

Rosenblatt, L. (1978). The reader, the text, the poem: the transactional theory of the
literary work. Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press.

Simpson, M. K. (1986). A Teacher’s Gift: Oral Reading and the Reading-Response
Journal. Journal of Reading, 30(1), 45-50.

Tompkins, J. P. (1980). Reader-response criticism from formalism to post-
structuralism. London: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Trousdale, A.M., & Harris, V.J. (1993). Missing links in literary response: Group
interpretation of literature. Children’s Literature in Education, 24, 195-207.

232




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [660.000 864.000]
>> setpagedevice


